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Mr..Cuavez,. from the Committee on Public Works, submitted the 
following 


REPORT 


together with 
INDIVIDUAL VIEWS AND MINORITY VIEWS 
[To accompany: S> 1828) 


The Committee on Public Works; to whom was referred the bill 
(S. 1823) to authorize the construction of certain works of improve- 
ment in the Niagara River for power and other purposes, having con- 
sidered the same, report favorably thereon with amendments and rec- 
ommend, that. the bill as amended do pass, 

The amendments, are indicated in the bill as reported by line type 
and italics and are as follows: 

¿On page 1, line 4, strike out “ratifying” and insert in lieu thereof 

giving its ‘advice and consent, to the ratification of”, 

On page.2, line 5, strike out “reservations,” and “consistant” and 
insert in lieu "thereof “reservation” and “‘eonsistent”’. 

On page 3, in lines 6 and 7, strike out the words: 


The licensée shall eonstruet or acquire, by purchase or other agreement, 
and msért in ‘lieu ‘thereof the words: 


The licensee shall, if available On reasonable terms and conditions, acquire by 
purchase or other agreement, the ownership or use of, or if unable to do 80; còn- 
“Cee 


ures 4 and 5, strike out subséction 6, and insert in lieu thereof 
a day ‘tu bsection as follows: 


The licengee licengee, in cooperation with the appropriate agency. of. the State of New 
York nh is.concerned with the development of parks in such State, shall con- 
ta see Paha d park on the American side of the Niagara River, hear 

AÑ N rsuabt toa plan, ‘the general outlines of which «shall. be 
approved by: Fat Fe pire Power, Commission; and the cost of such drive and y ark 
shall be considered a part of the cost of the pow er project and part of the licensee’s 
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net investment in said et Provided, That the maximum part of the cost of 
such drive and park to be borne by the power project and to be considered a part 
of the licensee’s net investment shall be $15,000,000. 


On page 5, line 9, strike out “1955” and insert in lieu thereof “1956”, 


PURPOSE 


The purpose of this bill is in connection with a Federal ps 
to preserve and enhance the beauty of the Niagara Falls, to authorize 
the development of hydroelectric power on the Niagara River at 
Niagara Falls, N. Y., by utilization of the United States share of that 
amount of water made available for redevelopment under the terms 
of the 1950 treaty between the United States and Canada. This 
authorization is to be accomplished under provisions of Senate bill 
1823 directing the Federal Power Commission to issue a license to 
the New York Power Authority, an instrumentality of the State of 
New York, for construction and operation of the project, in accordance 
with existing general laws of the United Stares, and with other special 
conditions relating to disposition of the power therefrom to be in- 
cluded in the license, such authorization to constitute compliance 
with the reservation placed in the treaty. The project would be 
financed by the New York Power Authority without aid or assistance 
from the Federal Government. 


NATURE OF MAJORITY REPORT 


This is a majority report in support of the bill, S1823, which a 
majority of the committee voted to report favorably to the Senate. 
This report does not include the opinions of those members who have 
reserved the right to express their separate views on this legislation. 


BILLS BEFORE COMMITTEE 


Since the submission to the Senate, and the subsequent approval 
and ratification of the Niagara Treaty between the United States and 
Canada in 1950, various bills have been introduced in each Congress 
containing different proposals for the redevelopment of the waters 
of the Niagara River at Niagara Falls for power purposes. In the 
84th Congress, however, only two bills concerning this matter have 
been before the Senate Committee on Public Works for consideration. 
A brief summary of the legislation is as follows: 

Senate bill 6, introduced by Senator Capehart, declares the policy 
of Congress to preserve and enhance the scenic beauty of Niagara 
Falls, to further national security, and to assure development of 
low-cost electric pows under the private enterprise system. The 
bill authorizes and directs the Federal Power Commission to issue a 
license for power development of Niagara River to citizens of the 
United States, any association of such citizens, or any corporation 
with preference to be given to the applicant most able to proceed 
promptiy. The licensee shall give preference to the Department of 

efense for supplying power for national security, and pay for remedial 
works to preserve the scenic beauty of the falls, The license would 
include all the other applicable provisions of the Federal Power Act. 
The Federal Power Commission would make arrangements, if neces- 
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sary, to apportion power equitably among States within economic 
transmission distance. 

Senate bill 1823, introduced by Senator Lehman, authorizes con- 
struction of power facilities for utilization of the United States share 
of the waters of Niagara River in compliance with the reservation 
contained in the treaty between the United States and Canada, and 
in accordance with E general laws of the United States and the 

rovisions of the bill. The bill authorizes and directs the Federal 

ower Commission to issue a license to the New York Power Authority 
for construction and operation of a project for power development of 
Niagara River, subject to the terms deemed necessary and required 
under the Federal Power Act, and including specific licensing condi- 
tions as follows: 

1. In contracting for the disposition of project power, the New 
York Power Authority will give preference to public and nonprofit 
agencies, including rural electric cooperatives, and defense agencies of 
the United States, and make flexible arrangements in its contracts 
with private utility companies for withdrawal of sufficient power to 
meet the future needs of preference customers. 

2. The use of such transmission lines as are necessary to make 
power and energy available to privately owned companies, preference 
customers, or neighboring States at reasonable rates, shall be arranged 
by contract or acquired by lease, purchase, or construction. 

3. Provisions shall be included to make a reasonable share of the 
power available to neighboring States within economic transmission 
distance, the Federal Power Commission to determine the applicable 
portion of such power available in event of disagreement. 

4. Power shall be sold and distributed primarily for the benefit of 
the people, particularly domestic and rural consumers, at the lowest 
possible cost and to encourage the widest possible use. 

5. If power is sold for resale, provisions shall be made for establish- 
ing resale rates approved by the licensee, consisting with (4) above. 
6. In cooperation with the appropriate agency of the State of New 
York concerned with development of parks, the licensee shall con- 
struct a scenic drive and park on the American side of the Niagara 
River near Niagara Falls, pursuant to a plan approved by the Federal 
Power Commission, the cost of such drive and park up to a maximum 
of $15 million to be borne by the power project and considered a part 
of the licensee’s net investment in said project. 

The license issued shall be in conformance with the Rules of Practice 
and Procedure of the Federal Power Commission, but in the event of 
any conflict, the provisions of S. 1823 will govern. 


COMMITTEE HEARINGS 


The Committee on Public Works held hearings on S. 6 and S. 1823 
on July 13, 14, and 15, 1955. At these hearings testimony was re- 
ceived orally or in written form from Senators, Members of the House 
of Representatives, the executive department, counsel to the Governor 
of the State of New York, representing the Governor, the chairman 
of the New York Power Authority, city and county officials, represent- 
atives of farm, labor, manufacturers, chambers of commerce, public 
power, and citizen groups, private power companies, and rural electric 
cooperatives. 
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These witnesses expressed their views with to the bills before 
the committee. Practically all of them agreed that there is urgent 
need for early development of additional power at Niagara Falls, to 
prevent the waste of water now going over the falls and to utilize the 
portion of such water allocated to the United States by the treaty. 
Information was presented on the need for power in the northeastern 
region of the United States, and the high power rates that now exist 
in the area. 

It was estimated that about 95 percent of the consumers of electric 
energy in New York State are now served by privately owned utilities 
and that a large portion of the rural areas are served by those utilities. 
Both the New York Power Authority and the private companies were 
stated to be ready and able to develop the power with funds borrowed 
from private investors. 


DETAILS OF THE PROJECT 


Location.—The Niagara River is a or boundary stream about 
36 miles long, extending between Lake Erie and Lake Ontario. Ni- 
agara Falls is about 22 miles below Buffalo and Lake Erie. 

Description.—The river, draining four of the Great Lakes, has a 
large and fairly uniform flow. For 22 miles below Buffalo the river 
drops 10 feet to the head of the cascades. The cascades drop about 
60 feet in 1 mile, where they are divided into 2 channels by Goat 
Island and lead to the American and Horseshoe Falls before plunging 
160 feet into the Maid-of-the-Mist Pool. The river then flows north- 
ward in a narrow gorge between vertical cliffs 300 feet high, and falling 
about 100 feet in 6 miles. 

Existing power development.—The first large-scale hydroelectric 
power development in the United States was undertaken at Niagara 
over 50 years ago. The present development consists of the follo: - 
ing plants: 











Installed ca Date com- 
Plant pacity pleted 
Kilowatts 
American side: 
MI ari o doi dica o cin 365, 000 1903-24 
a ió o aid As ie 80, 000 1895-1904 
VI A pod ho ca 445, 000 
Canadian side i 
a aa li AR 80, 000 1902 
Tunan ido eric IA 108, 000 
ie a io oca deco 138, 000 
ICAO DIRE. Enric rr ooo iS 373, 000 1930 
A iii ei 699, 000 


Treaty of 1950.—The United States and Canada ratified the 
Boundary Waters Treaty of 1909, which permitted permanent diver- 
sion of water for power purposes from the Niagara River above the 
falls, 20,000 cubic feet per second to the United States and 36,000 
cubic feet per second to Canada. The two Governments negotiated 
and ratified a treaty in 1950 tar the uses of water for power 
pepa That treaty provides that no diversions for power shall 

e made which will reduce the flow over the falls to less than 100,000 
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cubic feet per second each day between the hours of 8 a. m. and 10 
p: m., from April 1 to September 15, and between 8 a. m. and 8 p. m. 
rom September 16 to October 31, or to less than 50,000 cubic feet 
per second at any other time. The water to be diverted for power 
ee under the treaty, amounting to an average of 130,000 cubic 
eet per second, is to be divided equally between the two Governments. 
Under this treaty the diversions for power purposes would be from 
44,000 to 210,000 cubic feet per second depending on the river flow, 
the time of year, and the time of day. 

The 1950 treaty contained a reservation: 

The United States on its part expressly reserves the right to provide by act of 
Congress, for development, and for the public use and benefit, of the United 
States share of the waters of the Niagara River made available by the provisions 
of the Treaty, and no project for redevelopment of the United States share of 
such waters shall be undertaken until it be specifically authorized by act of 
Congress. 

In accordance with this reservation, Congress must pass legislation 
before a private power company, State, or individual can be issued a 
license or permit by the Federal Power Commission to construct and 
develop a power project for use of the waters made available to the 
United States under the terms of the treaty. 

Remedial works.—The treaty of 1950, consistent with one of its 
popes of providing for the preservation and enhancement of the 

eauty of Niagara Falls, requires the construction and completion 
of certain remedial works which are necessary to preserve the falls, 
which have been in a gradual process of erosion, especially on the 
American side. These works would consist of construction of a sub- 
eee weir upstream from the head of Goat Island to raise the 
level of the Grass Island Pool and to redistribute the water so as to 

roduce an unbroken crestline of the falls, to cover the flanks of the 

orseshoe Falls, and increase the flow over the American Falls. 
These works have been under construction as a Federal project since 
1951, and Federal appropriations, under the authorization of the 
treaty, have been regularly made therefor. 

Plan of development.—The Corps of Engineers, the Federal Power 
Commission, and the New York Power Authority have been engaged 
in studies of plans to develop the additional power at Niagara. Fur- 
therance of these studies was authorized by resolution dated June 5, 
1951, of the Senate Committee on Public Works. The proposed 
developments are: 

(1) An intake structure for diversion in the vicinity of Conners 
Island, about 2.8 miles above the falls, from which water would be 
carried through conduits for a distance of about 5 miles to a power- 
plant below the falls at Lewiston, having an installed capacity of 
about 1,500,000 kilowatts. The power head would be about 314 feet. 

(2) A pump-storage plant at the top of the Niagara escarpment 
0.8 mile east of Lewiston, where water would be pumped during the 
night hours to a reservoir with surface area of 850 acres and a storage 
capacity of 22,000 acre-feet, to be used for generating electric power 
during the high-load hours of the day. The installed capacity would 
be 130,000 kilowatts. 

(3) The recapture of the discharge from the Schoellkopf plant below 
the falls, to be carried through a tunnel about 3 miles to the Lewiston 
plant, where an installation of about 120,000 kilowatts would operate 
on a head of a little less than 100 feet. 


90001°—57 8S. Rept., 84-2, vol. 1—— 26 
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The entire average annual energy output from the three installations 
IAS kilowatts) would be approximately 9.1 billion kilowatt- 


urs, 

Estimated cost.—The estimated cost of the proposed project is 
about $405 million using closed conduits for conducting water from 
Conners Island to Lewiston. The cost of constructing the remedial 
— $17,100,000, divided equally between the United States and 

anada. 

Canadian development.—Immediately after ratification of the treaty 
of 1950, the Canadian Government, through the Hydroelectric Power 
Commission of Ontario, initiated construction on the Sir Adam Beck 
No. 2 development on the Canadian side with an installation of 
1,375,000 kilowatts of e gr capacity, of which about one-half 
is already in service and additional capacity is being placed in opera- 
tion from time to time. These facilities will utilize more than the 
Canadian share of the water. Under the terms of article VIII of the 
treaty it is provided that: 

Until such time as there are facilities in the territory of one party to use its 
full share of the diversion of water for power purposes agreed upon in this treaty, 
the other party may use the portion of that share for the use of which facilities are 
not available. 

Canada has already used almost three times the flow used on the 
United States side for power development, and will continue to do so 
prot redevelopment will permit use of the United States half of the 

ow. ; 
Three of the plants utilizing Niagara water in Canada, 2 above and 
1 immediately below the falls, operate at less than the full head 
available from the falls and rapids, are obsolescent, and no longer 
efficient. After completion of the plants on the American side, these 
plants will be retired, or used for standby or for voltage regulation 


‘purposes. 


Benefits—The electric power that can be produced at Niagara 
Falls is urgently needed in the northeastern United States, and this 
power can be produced at a cost far below the cost of generations by 
any other means, probably at less cost than any other power in the 
United States. It is estimated that by 1960 there would be a demand 
in the Niagara area alone of 1,500,000 additional kilowatts, and an 
additional need for 1,600,000 kilowatts in Ohio and Pennsylvania 
within economic transmission distance of the Niagara site. The 
economic ratio for the Niagara project is about 2 to 1. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


As to the economic feasibility and the desirability of developing the 
full power potential of the Niagara River, the committee is convinced, 
and in fact there is no difference of opinion. The committee is further 
convinced that the unique Ni Falls hydroelectric resource should 
be utilized under the long-established congressional power policy in a 
manner to assure lower electric bills to consumers throughout the 
Northeast. 

Before the Niagara power can. be developed in any way legislative 
action is necessary because of the reservation which the Senate at- 
tached to its ratification of the Niagara Water Treaty, retaining the 
jurisdiction of Congress over the manner of development of this 
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resource. The Senate, under the terms of the reservation, reserved to 
o the final disposition of this hydroelectric resource. 

ere is no controversy as to the most desirable engineering plan 
of development. Plans have been developed for the eee project 
by cooperation among the Bureau of Power of the Federal Power Com- 
mission, the aes Engineers, the New York Power Authority, and 
the Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. The latter corporation, a private 
power producing and distributing utility, owns and operates the exist- 
ing reacia development on the American side of the Niagara 
River, under a 50-year license granted by the Federal Power Commis- 
sion in 1921. Clarification of certain points in connection with the 
project, or modifications considered necessary, may be determined 

y the Federal Power Commission in their study and analysis of the 
application for a license. 

e committee gave careful consideration to the two bills before it 
and to the testimony and arguments advanced in favor of each. A 
vote was taken on each bill. In view of all the evidence, argument and 
testimony and, because this presently wasted waterpower is badly 
needed in the northeastern part of the United States, the committee 
approved S. 1823, the Lehman bill. Some Members reserved the right 
to explain their vote or to alter their views at a later date. 

The committee feels that Senate bill 6 unjustifiably reverses a 
national policy of half a century by turning over to a private corporate 
monopoly a major public resource whose benefits belong to all the 
people. The Ni project provides an instance in which a public 
entity, the New York Power Authority, is willing and eager to 
develop this resource in the public interest and for the public benefit, 
without cost to the Federal Government. No particular enterprise 
on the part of private capital is required for this development. No 
risk is involved. Its extreme profitability is assured in advance. 
The cost figures are established. 

The capital for this project would be supplied, in any case, by 
individual private investors, in the one case, by buying the revenue 
bonds of the State Power Authority, and in the othe case by pur- 
chasing the stocks or bonds of the private utility corporation. But in 
the latter case, the consumers would be required to pay for the use 
of their own resource, the large extra cost of private corporate financ- 
ing, eee expenses and profits, and corporate taxation. 

inally, Senate bill 6 proposes, in effect, to make a completely 
unjustified exception to that provision of the Federal Power Act, 
section 7, as quoted herein, which assures to public agencies a priority 
and preference over private applicants in securing a license for the 
development of the hydroelectric potential at any particular site. 

Under the Federal Power Act, State and municipal agencies are 
entitled to preference as applicants for licenses, provided their plans 
for development are as well adapted in the public interest as the plans 
of private applicants. 

e committee recommends in conformity with the intent of the 
Federal Power Act, that legislation be enacted directing the Federal 
Power Commission to issue the Niagara license to the New York 
Power Authority, the only State or municipal agency directed by State 
law to undertake the development, subject to certain licensing condi- 
tions for the protection of the consumers, not provided for in the 
Federal Power Act, but consistent with national power policy as 
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expressed in scores of statutes enacted over the past 40 years (Boulder 
ae Act, TVA Act, Bonneville Power Act, Flood Control Act-of 1944, 
etc.). 

The preference for public agencies has been part of national policy 
for over 50 years. ‘The requirement for consumer safeguards has been 
part of national policy for almost that long. 

ze approval of S. 6. would reverse both of these aspects of national 
policy. 

The committee also took note of the fact that turning the Niagara 
resource over to private enterprise, as provided in S. 6, would disregard 
the laws of New York State. These laws have conserved the Niagara 

wer potential as a public resource to be publicly developed by the 

tate power authority. Officials of the State of New York testified 
before the committee that approval of S. 6 would result in an imme- 
diate court challenge to the legality of such a defiance of the laws of 
New York State, cs would result in further a delay of the project. 

It is further noteworthy that the three leading political parties of 
New York State have consistently favored, in their State platforms, 
public development of the hydroelectric potential of the Niagara, as 
well as of the St. Lawrence Rivers. For the past 30 years or more, 
every New York Governor, regardless of party, has also favored some 
form of public development. 

Govs. Charles Evans Hughes, Alfred E. Smith, Franklin D. 
Roosevelt, Herbert H. Lehman, Thomas E. Dewey, and the incumbent 
Governor, Averell Harriman, have taken this position. It is 
understood that the same is true of the United States Senators from 
New York, past and present. 

Approval of S. 6 would violate these repeatedly expressed statements 
of policy, as well as the laws of New York State. 

Senate bill 1823 was believed to be the only legislation before the 
committee consistent with Federal policy and the. desires and views 
of the people of New York State, as expressed in its laws and in the 
statements of policy by its political parties and State officials, 

As to the question of Federal or national power policy, Senate bill 
1823 is further consistent and in aecordance with both the spirit and 
the letter of the terms of the Senate reservation to. the treaty of 1950. 
This bill provides for the redevelopment of the United States share of 
the waters of Niagara “for the public use and benefit,” as se tforth in 
the reservation, 

The consumer safeguards, previously réferred, to, are required in 
S. 1823;as conditions of any license.issued,by the Federal Power Com- 
mission to the New. York Power.Authority. for the construction and 
operation of the Niagara project. 

These safeguards include the usual preferential rights of. public 
agencies and. nonprofit cooperative: distribution, systems to obtain 
power supply from: the Niagara project, and the obligation to arrange 
for the use, acquisition, or construction of transmission: lines as needed 
to make: the: preferenceah operating reality. These safeguards are 
beliéved essential to. make effective the yardstick influence of this 

wer development. on high electric: rates throughout): the) region. 
Ihe average residential rates in New York State.are among the highest 
in the Nation as shown in a table included in this report. 
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DISCUSSION 


Section 7 (a) of the Federal Power Act provides that, in issuing 
preliminary permits or licenses, the Commission shall give preference 
to applications therefor by States and municipalities, provided the 
plans for the same are deemed by the Commission equally well 
adapted, or shall within a reasonable time to be fixed by the Commis- 
sion be made equally well adapted, to conserve and utilize in the public 
interest the water resources of the region. : 

The committee notes that many municipalities and State agencies 
have developed waterpower penoa under this licensing system. 
Among the larger of them are the cities of Tacoma and Seattle, Wash. ; 
the Box Canyon penosa of the Public Utility District No. 1 of Pend 
Oreille County, Wash.; the Rock Island project of the Public Utility 
District No. 1 of Chelan County, Wash.; Grand River Dam Authority, 
Oklahoma; South Carolina Public Service Authority; and the Loup 
River Public Power District, Central Nebraska Public and Power 
Irrigation District, and Platte Valley Public Power and Irrigation 
District, all in Nebraska. 

In support of the assertion that the laws of the State of New York 
require public development of the Niagara resource, there is quoted 
the following excerpt from the New York Power Authority Act, 
enacted in 1931 and revised and amended in subsequent years. 

Secrion 1001. Declaration of Policy.—Those parts of the Niagara and St. 
Lawrence Rivers within the boundaries of the State of New York are hereby 
declared to be natural resources of the State for the use and development of 
commerce and navigation in the interest of the people of this State and the 
United States. In order to poras for the most beneficial use of these natural 
resources for the creation and development of hydroelectric power in the interest 
of the people of this State, and to preserve and enhance the scenic beauty of 
the Niagara Falls and River, such natural resources, including the beds and 
waters of the said rivers as instrumentalities of commerce and navigation, and the 
beds, waters, power and power sites in, upon, or adjacent to or within the water- 
sheds of the said rivers owned or controlled by the people of the State, or which 
may hereafter be recovered by or come within their ownership, possession, and 
control thereof shall always be vested in, the people of the State. 

Srecrion 1002. Power Authority of the State of New York.—For the purposes 
of effectuating the liey declared in section 1001 of this chapter and of improving 
the Niagara and St. Lawrence Rivers as instrumentalities of commerce and 
navigation. and developing the hydroelectric power resources thereof, there is 
hereby created a corporate municipal instrumentality of the State to be known 
as Power Authority of the State of New York, hereinafter in this title referred to as 
“the authority,” which shall be a body corporate and politic, a political subdivision 
of the State, magia Edd borg and public powers, perpetual in duration, 
capable of suing and being sued, and having a seal, and which shall have the 


pes and duties hereinafter enumerated, together with such others as may 
ereafter be conferred upon it by law. 


It shall report annually to the Governor and the legislature upon its operations 
and transactions, 

The committee believes that if traditional Federal power policies 
and the provisions of S. 1823 are applied, Niagara power development 
would enable homes and farms to use more electricity and industry to 
modernize and expand. Both mean rising standards of living and full 
employment in an expanding economy. 

he testimony at the hearings pointed out that about 95 percent 
of the consumers of electric energy in New York State are now served 
by privately owned utilities. The preference provisions included in 


S. 1823 would require the State power authority to give preference 
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to public apenas in New York and in neighboring States where 
feasible. This would not preclude sale of power by the authority on 
a wholesale basis to industrial users whose demand would be 
A the capacity of the facilities of a local distributing agency, or 

eto a a eo utility for resale to preference customers 
and for general distribution to consumers through the systems of 
these utilities. 

The Federal Government has given financial assistance by loans 
and grants and has issued licenses for waterpower developments to 
numerous State, municipal, and cooperative public Ls agencies 
in the past, such as those in Oklahoma, Nebraska, and South Carolina. 
These were public ona agencies which were chartered and dedicated 
to the marketing of power in the best public interest. Their preference 
status did not render them uneconomical or interfere with their 
financing arrangements for construction of the projects. The eom- 
mittee does not believe that the preference provisions of S. 1823 are 
unreasonable or that they will prejudice the conduct of operations of 
the New York Power Authority. On the contrary, it believes it 
desirable and wise and within congressional authority to include such 
preference provisions in the bill. 

The bill provides that the licensee shall make a reasonable portion 
of the project power available for use within economic transmission 
distance in neighboring States, the Federal Power Commission to make 
a determination of the apportionment of power to such States in tbe 
event of disagreement between the licensee and the power-marketing 
agency of the State. There is a precedence for this action in Public 
Law 544, 83d Con (67 Stat. 574), which authorized issuance of a 
license by the Federal Power Commission for power development at 
Priest Rapids Dam, giving the Commission authority to make such a 
determination, although that law did not include preference require- 
. ments. The license issued to the New York Power Authority for the 

St. Lawrence eee included a similar provision for allocation of 
power to neighboring States, but failed to include preference require- 
ments. 

The committee is also of the opinion that the contracts for sale of 
project power for resale should include provisions insuring reasonable 
rates to domestic and rural consumers. While it is recognized that 
the preference customers of the licensee are public agencies directly 
responsible to and protecting the interests of their customers, and 
that the private utility companies are under State regulation which 
presumably safeguards the interests of their customers, it is believed 
that the control of resale rates by the licensee is desirable and neces- 
my in the protection of the public interest. 

he New York Power Authority was organized a number of years 
ago primarily for the ru of developing the power at the e 
national Rapids section of the St. Lawrence River. The act creating 
the authority was amended in 1951 to include the development of 
power on the Niagara River. The authority is now constructing the 
power facilities on the St. Lawrence River under a license issued by 
the Federal Power Commission. That work is proceeding on schedule 
with a well-qualified construction organization. ile the St. 
Lawrence and Niagara projects are not physically dependent upon 
each other for the generation of electric power, the committee believes 
that their joint development with full integration and interchange of 
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pe will permit more efficient operation and use of e e from 
th projects and reduce administrative cost and overhead. 

The 1950 treaty requires that the costs of the remedial works for 
the enhancement and protection of the beauty of Niagara Falls be 
shared equally by the United States and Canada. The International 
Joint Commission has recommended that the United States retain 
ownership of these remedial works and that whatever legal entity 
builds and operates the power facilities on the United States side 
should A d the full United States share of the costs of such works so 
assi . The committee does not agree with the recommendations 
of the International Joint Commission, but considers the remedial 
works as an obligation of the United States Government for the 
benefit of all the people of the United States. The project was 
authorized by the treaty with Canada, and appropriations have been 
made and will continue to be made, based on that authorization. 
Payment of the United States share of the costs by the New York 
Power Authority would constitute an assessment against the power 
consumers of the Northeast and is not believed fair and proper. 
Under the terms of S. 1823, the consumers will already be obligated 
to pay $15 million for the sake of enhancing the beauty of the falls, 
by building a park and scenic drive at the site of the falls and along 
its approaches. It is not believed that the power consumers should 
be charged with the additional expense of the remedial works. 

The committee does not believe that requiring an agency of the 
State of New York to observe Federal power policy in marketing 
Niagara power would constitute an unwarranted invasion of State 
responsibility. The requirement of the Federal Power Act that the 
development of these resources be under Federal license, subject to 
a wide range of conditions specified in the act, including recapture of 
the project, indicates the extent to which Congress has recognized the 
national interest in the use of such waterpower resources. In Niagara 
Falls there is a resource which is national in scope, receiving its runoff 
from an interstate and international watershed. The reservoirs of the 
Great Lakes, provided by nature without costs, are a part of our 
national heritage, and by providing the regulated outflow at Niagara 
are responsible for the source of low-cost electricity. 

The Niagara project would utilize the flowing water of a navigable 
stream forming our international boundary with Canada and is thus 
within the jurisdiction of the Federal Government. Its use for hydro- 
electric ere is the subject of a treaty. Its waters are the 
Li edo of all the people of the Nation. Congress has the respon- 
sibility in this matter to determine to what extent the people will 
profit from one of the greatest waterpower projects in the country, 
capable of providing about 1,600,000 kilowatts of additional capacity, 
and producing approximately 9 billion kilowatt-hours of electricity at 
a cost of less 3 mills e kilowatt-hour if publicly financed. 
In carrying out this responsibility, Congress can protect the Niagara 


resource and see that it is used as a means of reducing the excessive 
electric rates which people in the Northeast must now pay, and estab- 
lish a rate yardstick program which would reduce those high electric 


rates. 

Today the State of New York, and generally the entire northeastern 
region, no great public source of power supply upon which public 
and electric cooperative systems have a priority, and has never had 
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the advantages of an electric rate yardstick program. With the 
greatest population density of any region in the country, the north- 
eastern area should enjoy electric rates as low as any in the United 
States. It is believed that public or cooperative competition with 
an assured adequate low-cost power supply will provide the needed 
stimulus to this end, without any significant change in the portion of 
the business handled by private power companies, 

Federal Power Commission statisties provide the basis for the con- 
clusion that development and marketing of Niagara and St. Lawrence 
power, in accordance with the principles included in power legislation 

assed by Congress, would bring high electric rates down and so stimu- 
ate expansion in the average use of electricity throughout the North- 
east. Experience of private power companies adjacent to the Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority area demonstrates this and further shows 
that the results are beneficial to the private-utility stockholders as 
well. From 1937 to 1952, while the earnings available to the common 
stockholders of the larger privately owned power companies in the 
United States were doubling, the earnings for stockholders of the five 
major companies contiguous to TVA increased fivefold. A study of 
trends in monthly bills for 100-kilowatt-hours-per-month homes in the 
series of zones extending out from TVA shows that between 1932 and 
1952 the average bill for this service in the zone adjacent to the TVA 
area decreased 35 percent. It is considered extremely doubtful that 

ower rates in the New York area would have been lowered if the 
arge block of low-cost Niagara power had been integrated into the 
systems of the private utilities of the State. 

In New York State there are 52 municipal and rural electric co- 
operative systems serving almost 100,000 customers, while in the New 

ana area and Pennsylvania in the market area of the Niagara 
and St. Lawrence developments, there are 113 additional public co- 
operative systems. The number of community-owned systems total- 
ing about 165 serve 400,000 electric customers which represent a popu- 
lation comprising over a million people. These community systems, 
preference customers under Federal power policy and the provisions 
of Senate bill 1823, are now paying on an average of more than 12 
mills for their purchased power supply, as compared with about half 
that cost for similar community systems in many States where the 
influence of the preference clause under Federal power policy is felt. 
They only need access to a low-cost power supply to permit lowering 
their rates. 

The committee believes that development of Niagara power by 
the Power Authority of the State of New York as provided in Senate 
bill 1823 will have the effect of bringing down power supply costs for 
these public and cooperative systems, and will mean lower rates for 
all the consumers throughout the region. Testimony presented at 
the hearings estimated that such development would result in a re- 
duction of 20 percent in the power costs in the area, which would 
mean an annual saving of about a third of a billion dollars in the 
region’s annual electric bill. It was estimated that the Niagara 
power alone would save approximately $25 million annually in fuel 

ills, over an equal amount of power developed by steam-electric 
sources. 

It is recognized that both Niagara and St. Lawrence power will be 
generated, transmitted, and distributed on the Canadian side. of 
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the rivers on a public-ownership basis. This may become a factor in 
competition for expansion of business and population. All classes of 
electric service are available at lower rates in Canada. As a result, 
average consumption of electricity in Ontario is more than double that 
on the United States side of the border. In 1950, the average home in 
Toronto purchased 3,888 kilowatt-hours of electric service at less 
cost than the average home in Rochester, N. Y., that only used 1,252 
kilowatt-hours. Industrial power rates in Rochester are 82 percent 
higher than in Toronto, based on a power demand of 1,000 kilowatts 
and a monthly use of 400,000 kilowatt-hours of energy. 

The committee notes that the fundamental objective of the legis- 
lature of the State in adopting the policy in the Power Authority Act 
was to make sure that benefits of further development should flow to 
small consumers of electricity in lower rates and increased use, rather 
than to a very few large consumers. This policy further emphasized 
the question of States rigbts. It is their contention that the State of 
New York owns the water and the power site. They have created a 
State agency to construct and operate the power project, with funds 
provided by revenue bonds to be retired with revenue from the power 
ee without any appropriation from the State Treasury. The 

neficiaries of the project are to be the small consumers, especially 
farms and homes, who will be placed in the same bargaining position 
for low rates now enjoyed by large industries. 

At hearings before the committee, witnesses stated that Niagara 
power, if privately developed, would produce $23 million in local, 
State, and Federal taxes, while public development would provide 
only token payments in lieu of State and local taxes. The committee 
realizes that the taxes paid by private utility companies would be 
collected from consumers of power on their monthly electric bills, 
and would mean an added charge on each kilowatt-hour of Niagara 
power. This increase in power rates would greatly reduce the pro- 
motional effect of this power on expansion of the regional economy. 

Experience in both the TVA and Bonneville Power Administration 
areas has demonstrated how low-cost power increases a region's 
contribution to the Public Treasury far more than would be ac- 
complished by private utilities if the same power resources are turned 
over to them for development. The people of the area should not be 
asked to forego the inevitable expansion of business and industry, 
increased regional prosperity, and the increased revenues of more 
widaentead, fiat burdensome taxes. 

This tax feature is particularly interesting when the operations 
of the private power companies are viewed in connection with the 
accelerated tax amortization program, which permits companies to 
enjoy material reductions in their Federal income taxes over 5-year 
certificate periods. In effect, this provides them with interest-free 
capital, which they can pay back ir small amounts over the full life 
of the projects, and of which the stockholders, rather than the con- 
sumers, receive the genefits. 

The committee realizes that the reservation placed in the treaty 
has precluded development of the Niagara power under the Federal 
Power Act. The reservation specifically reserves the right for Con- 
gress to provide for such development “for the public use and benefit.” 

Section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 contained a preference 
clause that provided “Preference in the sale of such power and energy 
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shall be given to public bodies and cooperatives.” This provision 
was to apply to power sold from dams constructed and operated by the 
Federal Government. The preference provisions of S. 1823 further 
these provisions for sale -to public agencies to encourage the most 
widespread use at the lowest possible rates to consumers. 

The committee therefore recommends enactment of S. 1823 at an 
early date, to permit prompt planning and early completion of this 
most desirable project, in order that the many benefits may accrue to 
serve the needs of the northeastern region of the United States. 


COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS 


The committee pro several amendments to S. 1823 which are 
more in the nature of clarifying language. Subsection (2) of section 
2 (b) was amended to clarify the owe language that might have 
been construed to require the building of duplicating transmission 
lines, even when there were existing lines which could be purchased 
or leased. It was the thought and intent of the committee that 
where arrangements for use of par paro! lines could not be made on 
reasonable terms in the interest of wholesale customers and ultimate 
consumers, the authority could construct the necessary transmission 


es. 

Subsection (6) covers the scenic drive and parkway to be con- 
structed at and in the environs of the Niagara development. The 
original language of the bill provided that the cost of the drive and 
pas would be borne by the licensee and the State as agreed upon 

tween them and approved by the Federal Power Commission. 
After due consideration the bill has been amended to require the 
licensee to bear the cost of the drive and park as a part of the cost of 
the power project, with a maximum limit of $15 million of such cost 
to be so charged. Any remaining cost would be borne by the appro- 
priate State agency concerned with parks. It is believed that the 
scenic value of the Niagara area should not be neglected, but that its 
beauty should be preserved and enhanced. Such a scenic drive and 
park would carry out the purposes of the 1950 treaty to “preserve 
and enhance the beauty of Niagara Falls.” A ceiling of $15 million 
on the expenditure for this purpose appears reasonable. 
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Statistics on REA co-ops in New York, Ohio, and Pennsylvania within economic 
transmission distance of Niagara Falls power project 





New York: 
Cooperativo, 1 Ine. e iki. 

rea Rural Si Mii Copas, Ts. „ Bath... 
Chautauqua-Cattaraugus Cooperative, 


Oneida Madison Bictrie Cooperative, tn. iii 


VU raro canos nono. .o.ooo.o..oo..o» 


Marion Rural Electric Cooperative, Ine., Marion.. 

Holmes Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc., Millers- 

Belmont Electric Cooperative, Inc., St. Clairsville. 

Licking Rural Electric Inc., Útica.................. 

Union Rural Electric tive, Inc., Marysville. 

Tuscarawas-Coshocton le Cooperative, Co- 
ES 


shocto: rd 
Lorain-Medina Rural Electric Cooperative, Well- 


i 

North Central Electric Cooperative, Inc., Attica... 
J Central Rural Electric Cooperative, Lan- 
THeounty Rural Electric Cooperative, Napoleon... 
County Co-op Power & Light Association, 
e iio 
North Western Electric Acto arre Inc., Bryan.. 
Lake Erie Electric Cooperative, Ine., Kelleys 
Firelands Electric Cooperative, Inc., New London. 
arrol] Electric ere Tats arrollton...... 
Did Rural Electric, Kenton..................... 
Guernsey-Muskingum Electric Cooperative, Inc., 
e O id ao ntc 


rr rr rr rr rr rr eme 


ER an — Inc., Marietta... 
land Light & Power Co., Canal Win- 


ma ció ci 
Pennsylvania: 
Northwestern Rural Electric Cooperative Associa- 
tion, Inc., naria Sors AR NM 
Bouthwestern Ce Cen 


rro rr rr rr rr 


ee rrr rr ree rr 


Clearfield Electric Gooperative, Inc., Clearfield... 
Claverack Electric ee Ine., Towanda.. 
tral Electric , Parker a 
arren Electric Cooperative, Inc.. Yo wille..... 
Valley" Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc., Hunting- 


AAA 


© Ae eee eae Ce Ree eee Renee ee ene een eee 


J Electric ¡Ara y ¡rd Inc., Brookville_.... 
Jeffers ¡Eos Electric Cooperative, Ine., Bedford 
Adams Electric Cooperative, Inc., "Uettyabure ia 


e A 


ei 


1 These figures are for July 1953, through January 1954, since it is a new co-op. 
Norsz.—Figures are official REA figures as of Dec. 31, 1951, and 1953, the latest information available. 


1, 131 
1, 185 
335 
314 
A 
4, 465 
1, 352 
1, 578 418 
4, 1, 014 
6, 183 1, 401 
5, 095 1, 425 
1,810 469 
3, 128 990 
4, 504 700 
2, 041 518 
4, 699 1, 151 
7,286 1, 922 
1, 939 438 
1, 472 430 
2, 325 614 
210 g 
3, 264 666 
3, 164 824 
2, 399 600 
5, 429 1, 506 
4, 456 1,179 
4, 250 1, 242 
13, 383 875 


84, 880 | 18, 720 


1 
1 
1 


PASA ps 


10, 028, 936 
21, 408, 723 


8, 351, 160 
20, 586, 394 


21, 741, 957 
6, 056, 390 
5, 609, 200 
8, 410, 500 

145, 800 

13, 795, 200 
9, 674, 650 
8, 752, 000 

13, 424 141 


18, 741, 300 
7, 886, 100 


64, 370, 253 


-305 474, 242 | 





75, 370, 240 


374, 746, 812 
= 


31, 662, 685 
21, 831, 880 
4, 625, 283 
19, 213, 080 
000 
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Wholesale power costs of rural electric systems for year ending June 30, 1954, 
in order of decreasing cost 


{Official REA figures) 


Cost per kilo- Cost per kilo- 
watt-hour watt-hour 
State (cents) State (cents) 
CA ci vie eee eek eas LIDEDO: COJO oras 0. 83 
S a o a o AL A ae 3 | 
D.. MOMIAS br CASIO. IONIMORS cara ¿ES 
iia a 1. 36| 27.. North Carolina_........._. 75 
D. MM eonda onda a aoe Te, coc eases ay 
O a ad A COA ik ice ee ane ER 
Ti WOOD oa o is HUESO VI aran . 69 
Ri MACON de dee oss ae }. 28131. New. Mexioo.......3....2. . 69 
leg UNA 1, 28} 32. South Carolina. ........... . 68 
10. New Hampshire....--..... EA ee CO ee ee . 64 
A a i tics ko cos oa we CAN CIDO ta e e a ow . 62 
Bas RE TO a id LITO APRORONGS oes Ss aS css . 58 
13. North Dakota............. o o A . 58 
A A 1,001.37, Alabama. ..«cocrsnoosicasis . 58 
IC WO Vil como TE RI ans inn ge oh ch bo - 55 
16. Pennsylvania__............ ¿ECON OM cono nacos aca . 55 
17, Soith Dakota... 6... 5. UT DO. MUDO o kia e . 53 
TT] ice ADAL IO iii . 49 
SO Oe a E os . 48 
O a i Se atch te alas E PM O A . 47 
TI ADA E a ae ANIMAS OA a all . 46 
A e DET OO, OR A ee . 35 
TE RE ee Sok cook chs . 84) 46. Washington.............. iced 
Nore.—The United States average is 76 cents, o» 


Average cost of purchased power to class A and B muni:ipalities and other local 


publicly owned electric utililies ! 
Cents per kilo 


watt-hour 
O ee en ame 1. 43 
E A a a MA ar bie md de . 97 
A a sra mir Md aii aa a lis etica inca dio edo o 1. 31 
O O be cima 1. 74 
A NA E AI A IA ION . 30 
A Se ee re ee e us do . 44 
A E e e E ie ln A ais o iia ia lg ió . 34 


3 Class A and B utilities are those having gross annua) electric revenues in excess of $250,000 a year, 
Source: Statistics of Electric Utilities in the United States, 1952—Publicly Owned (FPC S-108). 


APPENDIX B 


United States residential average bills 





100 kilo- | 














25 kilo- | 100 kilo- | 250 kilo- | 500 kilo- 25 kilo- 250 kilo- | 500 kilo- 
Year watt- watt- watt- watt- Year watt- watt- watt- watt- 
hours hours hours hours hours hours hours hours 
|| | | | | | | aeaaeae 
1935..... $1. 72 $4. 67 $8. 91 $13.87 || 1949..... $1.30 $3. 78 $7.01 $10. 22 
1940..... 1.44 4.06 7.37 10. 55 || 1950_...- 1.30 3. 76 6, 98 10, 11 
1945. .... 1.37 3.89 7.09 10.19 |} 1951..... 1, 29 3.74 6. 95 10, 02 
1946..... 1.34 3.85 7.04 10. 13 1952..... 1.30 3. 76 6. 97 10, 08 
1947..... 1.29 3.75 6. 93 10.03 || 1953_.... 1.33 3.81 7.03 10. 20 
1948... 1.29 3.74 6, 92 10. 03 |} 1954_.... 1.33 3.81 7.10 10. 25 
A iii Diaria ai aa nai 








Above average: 


bno e 1 $8. 88 
Bhode. Island: .. caucuuscn 18.73 
Massachusetts. ..........- 18. 59 
Bouth Derota.. 3-3 8. 36 
TNT a o a ooa ari 8. 26 
New Hampshire_....-..---- 18. 00 
pI RTE Sine ae ae 7. 99 
a oa 1 7. 83 
O eto A A AO 7. 82 

Is id a hea 7. 74 
North. Dakota. ..........- 7. 65 
AA hie no ow 7. 58 
POOF OFM o ik dein cnn, 17, 53 
New III ro e 7. 51 
ree Mexieg a aa 7. 44 
III ica E 7. 43 
E Y a 7. 42 
Marries. cido ia 7.35 
WIN dora 7. 33 
Connecticat. . oe ee wi FEF 
PONIA 32s Sec 17.27 
Pe. Se kk a oe 7. 25 
West Vitinia. Aiia 7. 23 
E di o al 7. 13 
A ARE A OA 7. 09 

OIL A o e 27.09 


1 Potential Niagara-St. Lawrence market area, 
2 State or local public authorities or districts. 

® Bonneville Power Administration influence. 
* Tennessee Valley Authority influence. 
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Below average: 
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Residential bills, State averages—1952 bills for 250 kilowatt-hours monthly use 


MO ocasaucses 3 $4. 86 
O a ido 4 4, 93 
A E 35.37 
A a e aa ds 5. 63 
NE ad * 5. 69 
SAR a Raa le SS Sige eet cb aa) 35. 79 
SEL Si Rae aes t6. 15 
O a a A #6. 20 
PO ZAS 26.21 
AMARA ae 6. 37 
NN o 6. 47 
COMIAO=¿ococciczaririnas 6. 54 
South Carolina.-* oo 246, 54 
E aio dr aaa 6. 59 
Mino nisidisaicaciónos 6. 67 
North Carolina..._..-...... 6.79 
a oa 6. 79 
CO irradia 6. 72 
Se et ee T 16. 78 
Soe eat 36. 82 
PENN ce * 6. 96 
National average... .-.-......-. 6. 97 
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Wholesale power costs of rural electric systems for year ending June 30, 1954, 
in order of decreasing cost 


[Official REA figures) 


Cest per kilo- Cost per kilo- 
watt-hour watt-hour 
State (cents) State (cents) 

li A e LIA 1496; Cabernde. 6 cen 5000 wma 0. 83 
DI AO Do e dd GI DM rro a . 81 

DOWN o a oo cas TO. IAN e cdi cura a .78 

e caia dlrs airada 1, 36|27.. North Carolina. -.......... .75 

O. MDD snaar ro A A gi ee 

Rf RES Eagan ae es T orro amaia a aci ca o 

E II oo ds BS Bt ty VIR eect cca eee . 69 

Ric DOPOD oa bo dake oo Su 1, 28) 31. New, Mexico. ........-.-.. . 69 

E ee os 1. 28/32. South Carolina. -....-...-.. . 68 

10. New Hampshire.....-.-.... LT O LES cl mao oa . 64 
TI i ia dad oo. 1, 3I4100 URKIMODON - oo. oo.=>.. . 62 
Sak ee oo do ii da LITO AMOO is iii . 58 
13, North Dakota......---2=-. LINO COMME curan nas ito . 58 
IM O cad e t 00197. AGUDO MA iococrirocinios ia. . 58 
15. West Virginia. .....-.----- Re l aaa 55 
16. Pennsylvania..........-.-. ¿METODO LOIS ee ca ee . 55 
17, DOUGA JDISROVA. cdrom TTE OMR Doa a ici ir a .53 
10 AON do aaa COUIET a se ee eck . 49 
O iia A , 48 
le NN. 5 wikia AR o lali ii a ¿DUES MORDIDO do o cis ao . 47 
D ai ió o e on ce a ANA os 46 
o a ai o ed de aa e 35 
DO. OI La do oa 84| 46. Washington............... . 31 


Nore.—The United States average is 76 cents. 


Average cost of purchased power to class A and B muniipalities and other local 


publicly owned electric utililies ! 
Cents per kilo 
watt-hour 


SIN ad a i ot a n aA 1, 43 
E E o A S ala as als da Il o A ana de . 97 
E id E ias ea co lo ió de dd ds ac da dc a Gi ci cc bt di we io 1, 31 
A E a A eee ee ee eee eae 1. 74 
E E ds bad ds li o e a . 30 
E otis E a e el ar a ce de ds . 44 
E ES IE A ew alee 34 


1 Class Á and B utilities are those having gross annua? electrice revenues in excess of $250,000 a year, 
Source: Statistics of Electric Utilities in the United States, 1952—Publicly Owned (FPC 3-108). 


APPENDIX B 
United States residential average bills 


100 kilo- | 250 kilo- | 500 kilo- 











25 kilo- | 100 kilo- | 250 kilo- | 500 kilo- 25 kilo- 

Year watt- watt- watt- watt- Year watt- watt- watt- watt- 

hours hours hours hours hours hours hours hours 
1935..... $1. 72 $4. 67 $8. 91 $13.87 || 1949...... $1. 30 $3. 78 $7. 01 $10. 22 
1940..... 1, 44 4. 06 7.37 10. 55 || 1950...... 1.30 3.76 6. 08 10, 11 
1945, .... 1.37 3.89 7. 09 10.19 || 1951..... 1,29 3.74 6.95 10. 02 
1946..... 1,34 3.85 7. 04 10.13 |} 1952..... 1,30 3. 76 6.97 10, 08 
1047_.... 1.29 3.75 6. 93 10.03 || 1953..... 1.33 3.81 7.03 10, 20 
1948_.... 1.29 3.74 6, 92 10. 08 || 1954..... 1,33 3.81 7.10 10, 25 
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Residential bills, State averages—1952 bills for 250 kilowatt-hours monthly use 


Above average: Below average: 
II lc tati di dc e 1 $8. 88 Washinglol.-..oo2ooooo.- 3 $4. 86 
Rhode Island. ......-....-. 18.73 Y A AN 4 4. 93 
Massachusetts. ........... 18. 59 i acai mn A A 35.37 
South Dakota.......-..... 8. 36 RE a a as cra 5. 63 
od ao ic aii misa 8. 26 E A EA CAOS + 5. 69 
New Hampshire.......---. 18. 00 E ia ai da da 35.79 
A ee 7. 99 E a ac 16.15 
RM CUINA 17.83 ds 46. 20 
gs DE hte RR ae 7. 82 A AN AS 26,21 
CS AR A 7.74 o a 6. 37 
NOt Lote... .--.-.--- 7. 65 Y TN 6. 47 
E o oe oe wen ck ew 7. 58 Colerade: 2-5 2s wexswnccs 6. 54 
NOM: UR dao iia 17.53 South Carolina. -.----....-. 246. 54 
Now Jeréeyie.-.....-.-.-. 7.51 oro aora coi li a 6. 59 
A O in 7. 44 Minor booooiiciararciacis 6. 67 
IE do mili de 7. 43 North Carolina... -...-< 6 79 
II a a ol 7. 42 a cia ae 6.79 
MIR o 7, 35 A RA 6. 72 
E is di ias 7. 33 A A A es de e 16.78 
A A Iaa 17.27 DEO ee ee rs 36. 82 
Pennsyivanias ooo eS kc 17.27 VOD E ua dis * 6. 96 
TR oa ek Cc 7. 25 | National average....coooooo... 6. 97 
West Virginia_.......--.-. 7, 23 
O a mar ro ie ral 7. 13 
NR dd o aia dl 7. 09 
Temes AS e 27.09 


1 Potential Niagara-St. Lawrence market area, 
3 State or local public authorities or districts. 

* Bonneville Power Administration influence, 
* Tennessee Valley Authority influence. 
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Typical net monthly bills as of Jan. 1, 1953, for residential electric service ' 
NEW YORK STATE 












$4. 56 $8. 39 
3.44 6.69 | Niagara Mohawk. 
4.30 7.45 | New York State Electricity 
2.78 6.03 | Niagara Mohawk. 
4.56 8.39 | Consolidated Ed: 
$8] ER | pass tonowe 
awk, 
4.59 7.74 Ms des e Electrie, 
3. 44 6. 69 ae Mohawk. 
3. 44 6.69 Y 
3.44 6. 69 Do, 
3.44 6. 69 Do. 
4.56 8.39 | Consolidated Edison. 





PACIFIC NORTHWEST-—BONNEVILLE AREA 














Di borrar coca $. 66 Portland General Electric. 
NI load e ica 2.56 Municipal plant. 
Wi cisco 2.76 4.38 “oa Water Power 
A o acia eones 1.70 3.20 Municipal plant. 
SOUTHEAST—TVA AREA 
Chattanooga, Knox Memphis, Nashville. $2. 50 $5.00 | Municipal plants. 
Birmingham, Gadsden, Mobile, Montgomery.| $2.75- 3. 10 5.60 | Alabama Power Co. 














1 Cities of 50,000 population and more. 
Source: Federal Power Commission. 


Comparison of charges for 100 kilowatt-hours, taken from 1954 Federal Power 
Commission report 











Charge for 
Neighboring 100 kil 
o- Berved by— 
community | wott-hours 
lA $2.78 | N Mohawk Power Corp. 
DU ra 3.4 — 
Olean !........ 2.78 
UNO. 0. coma e 3. 44 Do. 
poia 4.59 | Rochester Gas & Electric. 
Geneva....... 4.30 | New York State Electric & Gas. 
Olean '........ 2.78 | Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. 
Syracuse...... 3.44 Do. 
NS 3.44 Do. 
Fredonia !..... 2.78 Do. 
Gowanda '__.. 3.32 | New York State Electric & Gas. 
Elmira........ 4.30 Do. 
Frenport...... 4.32 | Long Island Lighting Co. 
5.02 | New York State Electric & i 
Utica ?........ 3.44 | Niagara Mohawk Power z 
id 4.30 | New York State Electric 
isda Mica 4.30 Do. 
Bald aaah 3 Long faland Ligh hting Co. 
A O 3. 44 este Power Corp. 
Saranac Lake. 4.71 | Paul Smith’s Power Co. 
ate Diaria 4.71 Do. 
Riverhead....... 5.21 | Long Island Lighting Co. 
coceniiicndonacan . 46 
ROI 89 
ic 9944 








1 Private utility cheaper than municipal, 
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+ Six private companies serve most of New York State and their residential 
rates for 100 kilowatt-hours vary as follows: 


Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. (western division)_...............--...- $2. 78 
Niagara Mohawk Power Corp. (rest of State) _.................-..--.. 3. 44 
New York state Electric & Gas Corp. ...... 2.222222 o ieee cele 3. 27 
A a all ds e a io 3. 30 
A ii ir 3. 32 

DO sineics li db dm dad O a a a o a ia 4. 30 
A E Ss a de demo miace a 

AI E e o e a ii ld 3. 88 

O is AD o ii e A 4. 32 

A A ad o in rta as 4.78 
O A a o in ar a 5. 21 

a o a 4. 56 
E A a o as 4. 59 
Central Hudson Gas € Electric Co......ooooocooooommmmcoocmmooooooo 5. 17 


RESIDENTIAL ELECTRIC BILL COMPARISONS BETWEEN UNITED STATES 
AND CANADA 


The comparisons are significant because half of the electric power at Niagara 
Falls will be developed and marketed in the United States and half in Canada. 
The United States cities are served by privately owned power companies while 
those in Canada are served by municipally owned systems supplied by the 
publicly owned Ontario Hydroelectric System. 





Average per month in 
Cities 
100 kilo- 250 kilo- 7 
watt-bours | watt-hours Use Bin 
Kilowatt- 
hours 

$1. 10 $3. 02 367 $3. 81 
4.36 E rial 
1 74 2 81 500 3. 95 
3. 4 CAU a iio > 
1 31 2.39 368 3. 04 
2.78 DIO ció dedo 
1 62 284 349 3. 27 
3.44 DN a ba aa ción 
1. 4 2.79 333 3. 05 
4.01 DUE ios veian 
1.80 2. 88 315 3. 24 
2.78 AN iso 
1. 49 2 94 345 3. 62 
3.44 DON incas dadas ion 
1.17 2.25 420 3. 56 
3, 44 CIA aso on 
1, 98 3.33 286 | 3.64 
3.73 HT Dias ndo q 
2.09 3.44 206 3.05 
2.05 3. 67 295 4.06 
3. 50 DI rom 
3.73 bg a ee FE NE PRE 
4.74 E JN dida 
3.15 E AI NE E rial 
3.77 CPB fos ccd. SRB 
3. 59 acacia Dianae 
3.62 OSO y AA riu dé 
4.16 ciao EAS 
4. 60 E in PRESA 
4.72 PEA E naat sas a 
5,00 9. 50 | 
4, 44 7.85 








1 Windsor, Ontario, is directly across the Detroit River from Detroit, Mich. The Detroit Edison Co. 
is exchanging power with the Ontario Hydroelectric Power Commission at this point. The opening of 
the interconnection was celebrated with the unveiling of a “Partners in Progress” plaque on one of the 
Detroit Edison’s power stations. 
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Average annual residential electric consumption in certain cities in the United States 
CITIES OF HIGH AVERAGE CONSUMPTION 



























[In kilowatt-hours} 

: ene 

1950 | 1940 | | 1950 | 1940 
A  __—_ _ __ ___ 0 -_-__HK— PP ermita ¡€ _ __ € — _  _ o — — A/A 
Tacoma, Wash.!.............. 6, 659 2,185 |} Knoxville, Tenn.'............ 4, 534 1, 521 

Spokane, Wash... 5, 726 1,900 || Niagara Falls, N. Y Sd O 
Seattle, Wash.!... 5, 512 1,710 || Raleigh, N. C...... a 3, 197 1, 670 
Nashville, Tenn.!. R 5, 283 1, 883 || Hamilton, Ohio.!... 2 2, 851 799 
Portland, A 4,819 1, 668 | Springfield, M.1.............. 2,745 1,731 
Chattanooga, Tenn.'.......... 4, 702 1, 956 | a AE ina 2, 664 1, 589 

CITIES OF LOW AVERAGE CONSUMPTION 

Lawrence, Mass. ............. 829 428 i Santee CUS Ne Foc AO 1,015 584 
New Bedford, Mass.........-. 839 490 || Boston, Mass. ............... 1, 016 621 
Fall Giver, Mass.......---.-. 886 476 || Union Olty, NY. EA 639 
ee EEE NEN 974 543 || Hoboken, N. J_........-..... 1, 034 562 
TAI ET a 991 619 || Pawtucket, R. I............. 1, 046 541 
| New York, N. ¥.........-.-. 1, 058 70 


Providence, R. I.......<....-- 976 559 


1 Municipally owned systems, 





APPENDIX © 


Comparative industrial electric bills for manufacturer with 300-kilowatt demand 
and 60,000 kilowatt-hour month use '—Monthly bills 


Northeast area: TVA and Bonneville areas: 

Bridgeport, Conn_....- $1, 352. 00 Chattanooga, Tenn.... $650. 00 
Hartford, Mi 1, 196, 00 Memphis, Tenn... 748. 00 
Waterbury, Conn..... 2 1, 268. 00 Atlanta, Ga_.........  ?968. 00 
Portland, Maine. ..... 31,112. 00 Charleston, S. C...... 3 952, 00 
Boston, Mass_....... - 1,380. 00 Durham, N. C........ 3 779. 00 
Fall River, Mass. ..... 1, 173. 00 Birmingham, Ala...... 3 820. 00 
Lawrence, Mass..._.... 1, 220. 00 Portland, Oreg........ 703. 00 
Manchester, N. H..... 1, 052. 00 Seattle, Wash......... 2 768. 00 
Providence, R. I...... 1, 234. 00 Spokane, Wash. ...... 707. 00 
RUNSDO. Vi cisco .os 1, 102. 00 acoma, Wash........ 3 426. 00 
New York, N. Y....... 1, 260. 00 | Ontario: 

AE Y a o 908. 00 T Sat 758. 70 
Binghamton, N. Y.... 1,076. 00 A nes 580. 50 
DUE NN. Lic om 658. 00 Niagara Falls......... 580. 50 
Rochester, N. Y_...... 1, 181. 00 VII a 837. 00 
Detroit, Mich......... 1, 299, 00 


1 A manufacturer's annual saving in costs would be 12 times the difference between monthly bills. For 
instance, a Boston manufacturer of this size would save 12 times $560, or $6,720 a year if be moved to Bir- 
mingham, Ala., or 12 times $631, for a total of $7,572 a year if he moved to Toronto. 

? Unrestricted motive power, 

3 Lighting use is restricted. 
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Comparative industrial electric bills for manufacturer with 1,000-kilowatt 
demand and 400,000 kilowatt-hour monthly use *— Monthly bills 


Northeast area: TVA and Bonneville areas: 

Bridgeport, Conn...------ $6, 545 Chattanooga, Tenn.-.-.... $2, 390 
Hartford, Conn.......... 5, 617 Memphis, Tenn_.-...---- 2, 749 
Waterbury, Conn__...--. 25, 793 E E i ain 3 3, 979 
Portland, Maine... -..2.. 36,564 Charleston, S. C..--.2:.- 3 3, 630 
Boston, Mass.........-- . 6,608 Dormer nN. CK oo. ccs 33,645 
Fall River, Mass. ..---... 5, 562 Birmingham, Ala._...-.---. 33, 550 
Lawrence, Mass. .....-.... 6, 159 Portland, Oreg_.._..-.... 2, 361 
Manchester, N. H_....... 4, 387 Seattle, Wash...........- 23,139 
Providence, R. I......... 5,778 Spokane, Wash.......... 2, 598 
TORA VOS e e ai e 5, 395 Tacoma, Wash_.......... 31,809 
NOW OE, IN. ¥ eee Sis. 5, 231 | Ontario: 

A A is 3, 906 Ios di a 3, 097 
Binghamton, N. Y._._..-. 4, 829 A O A ES 2, 395 
A os 3, 089 Niagara Palio cios 2, 395 
Rochester, N. Y_......_-- 5, 648 WMO, cs oa, oe 3, 330 
Detroit, Mich...........- 6, 637 


1 A manufacturer’s annual savings, ifhe moved to a lower-rate city, would be: From Rochester to Toronto, 
$30,612; from Detroit to Windsor, $26,988; from Providence to Chattanooga, $39,656; or from Lawrence to 
Charleston, S. C., $30,348. 

2 Unrestricted motive power. 

3 Lighting use is restricted. 





APPENDIX D 


Typical net monthly bills as of Jan. 1, 1953, for commercial light service 
NEW YORK STATE 


| 
150 kilowatt-| 375 kilowatt- | 750 kilowatt- 























hours per hours per hours per 
month month month 
DIESER CU or a disp $7.97 $17.38 $31. 51 
TOS bo ddr car rr crac 5.92 12. 92 22. 92 
O E O Subeaidin ain suis btinig gn O 6. 60 13. 52 23. 40 
BING ci RLU E EA A e A SEO A E nba = do sa 3.78 8. 28 14. 53 
NE a reia a 7.97 17. 38 31. 51 
O O a ri ei edi in 7.97 17.38 31. 51 
N MEU a co 3.78 8. 28 14. 53 
O E iii Di Aa barr 7.77 15. 03 26. 54 
IN carro earn Er e 5. 92 12. 92 22. 92 
UI codo caido oie o rd 5. 92 12. 92 22. 92 
Ti iaa ri 5. 92 12. 92 22. 92 
APRETAR TA AER DAGA 5. 92 12. 92 22. 92 
TU id rd ade cir vee 7. 97 17. 38 31. 51 
PACIFIC NORTHWEST—BONNEVILLE AREA 
A nara $5. 94 $11.88 $18, 48 
O ERECTA NI T EE A 3. 30 6, 83 12. 45 
O o aa ora ir e 4. 64 9. 99 15. 49 
TN, TNL Cine cnt A MA 3.75 6. 25 10. 00 
SOUTHEAST—TVA AREA 
Knorville-Nashville. ............-.--...-... o o $4. 50 $9. 00 $14. 00 
Mempbhis.......-.... orar A 5.18 11. 50 20.13 
aa a ani a anana a 4. 50 10. 00 17. 50 
A ai in ani 5. 25 11,18 22. 05 
Gadsden, Mobile, Montgomery ..............-.-.-.---.-----.- 4. 45 9. 80 19. 30 





All cities above 50,006 population and more. 
Source of figures: Federal Power Commission. 
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INDIVIDUAL VIEWS OF SENATOR ROMAN L. 
HRUSKA ON $. 1823 


After careful study of the bills introduced in the Congress to provide 
for the redevelopment of power at Niagara Falls, and the public 
hearings held thereon, I am unable to com ey agree with the 
majority or the minority views expressed, and wish to set forth my 
individual views on this very important matter. 

I believe that the primary objectives of this proposed legislation are 
the preservation and enhancement of the scenic beauty of the Niagara 
Falls and River as one of the wonders of the world, and the prompt 
utilization of a valuable natural water resource made available for 
=, purposes under the treaty between the United States and 

anada. 

The treaty contained a reservation expressly reserving to the Con- 
gress the right to provide by specific action authorization for redevel- 
opment of the United States share of the waters of the Niagara River 
“for the public use and benefit.” Accordingly, the Congress must 
decide what method of development is in the best public interest, and 
whether the development of the additional power should be under- 
taken in accordance with either bill now under consideration. 

In resolving the issue now before the Congress, it is believed that the 
policy and of the State of New York should be given every con- 
sideration, and that every deference should be made to the desires of 
that State, because: (1) The State of New York owns the bed, stream, 
and waters of Niagara River, subject to the paramount right of the 
United States to use or control the flow of the waters of the river for 

urposes of navigation; and, (2) The physical location of Niagara 

alls and River is such that the greatest impact of the power redevel- 
opment will be made upon the State of New York, even though some 
of its benefits should and will be made available to nearby States. 

Careful consideration of these matters calls for a logical determina- 
tion as to the policy and will of the State of New York, and for re- 
straint on the part of Congress to avoid going beyond the intent and 
the minimum requirements reserved to Congress by the reservation 
placed in the treaty of 1950. 

There are real and impelling reasons why the Congress should take 
steps to determine the actual will of the people of the State of New 
York in this matter. There is real controversy as to what the people 
of New York want, in this regard. Conclusions one way and the other 
are reached on various bases and by inference. - Here are some of the 
factors used in the reasoning: 

1. In 1951, the legislature of the State of New York amended the 
Soin authorities law extending the applicability to the Niagara 

iver and creating additional powers ena capabilities. 

2. In 1953, when the issue was before the House of Representatives, 
32 of the 41 New York members voting supported the development of 
additional power at Niagara by private enterprise. 
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3. More than 200 farm, business, civic, labor, and political organiza- 
tions have nes ae eno e pos and operation of 
power generating ties at Niagara by public agency. 

4. Mr] Robert Moses, chairman of the Power Authority of the State 
of New York, and Senator Herbert Lehman have both stated at public 

i on this matter their belief that by a popuar vote in New 
York, only about 10 percent of the people would favor granting a 
license to private companies for construction and operation of the 
Niagara power project. 

5. The legislature of the State of New York has expressed no official 
specific positions on this matter. 

6. Several generations of governors of New York State have 
declared their preference for public development. However, this 
preference should not be taken as blanket endorsement of any public 
authority law. For instance, Senator Irving Ives and others have 
re x legislation in the past which was at variance with pending 

ill S. 1823; 

I believe that S. 1823 by the criteria discussed herein is defective, 
because it goes beyond that limitation or requirement of restraint on 
the part of Congress previously referred to. It involves fundamental 
and substantial issues of far-reaching effect in the daily lives as well 
as of the future destinies of New York citizens. It positively inter- 
feres with and seeks to displace and nullify certain State laws and 
established State agencies, for example: 

1. It would — preference for the purchase of power to munici- 
palities, rural electric cooperatives, and public agencies, contrary to 
the preference provision of the New York Power Authority Act which 
provides preference to all domestic and rural consumers. 

2. It abolishes the jurisdiction of the public service commission in 
establishing power rates. 

3. It provides for the State power authority to embark on an exten- 
sive transmission program and distribution business. While only a 
part of the population of New York State will actually receive any of 
the power generated at Niagara Falls, all of the people of the State 
will be required to forgo and be deprived of the annual water sales 
estimated at $5 million and the $14 million in State and local taxes 
that would be available under private development. This is in addi- 
tion to $9 million estimated Federal income taxes. 

These provisions may or may not be good, but they should be decided 
and implemented by State law and action. They should not be 
im by Congress and frozen into Federal law which is beyond 
the reach of amendment by a State legislature or the people of New 
York, themselves. In short, this is a very suitable occasion for 
Congress to practice real restraint in the interest of genuine self- 
government. 

Many have undertaken to interpret the will of the citizenry of 
New York State. Since their conclusions are so widely divergent, 
and since the issue involves such fundamental changes and far- 
reaching impacts it makes sense to me that the people be allowed 
to for themselves. t them express their opinion at the polls 
on the method to be used for the development of their natural resource. 

Any delay caused by a referendum of this nature would be minor 
and would only slightly extend the 6-year stalemate that has existed 
since the treaty was ratified. It is readily conceivable that a refer- 














Ñ 
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endum would speed final action and accomplishment, in view of the 
6-year delay already encountered. It would also serve well as basis 
for eliminating any good reason to litigate any aspect of the problem 
in spite of the fertile field for court action which is available for the 
strong-willed and unbending advocates of one view or another— 
unless such advocates feel that they know better what is good and 
sound for the people than the people themselves do. Likewise, if it 
is the contention of certain interests that a referendum is not necessary 
because the State policy is clear, then it should be observed that it 
ill behooves anyone to say that he knows better what the people of 
the State want, than the people themselves do. 

In conclusion, let me say that I believe this to be highly important 
legislation in which Congress has a great responsibility. The develop- 
ment of this tremendous power potential has been delayed too long. 
Power is going to waste over Niagara Falls every day. A portion of 
the United States share of the water available is being used on the 
Canadian side of the Niagara River for power development, It is 
hoped that this matter can be resolved in the near future. 

Respectfully submitted. 


Roman L. Hruska; 











MINORITY VIEWS 
[To accompany $. 1823] 


We, the undersiened members of the Senate Committee on Public 
Works oppose $. 1823, the Lehman bill, because of our deep and sincere 
conviction that it is not in the public interest. 

We favor and recommend passage of S. 6, the Capehart bill, which 
would authorize the additional development at Niagara Falls to be 
undertaken by publicly regulated, privately owned utilities in accord- 
ance with the traditional private enterprise concepts which have made 
our Nation great and strong. 

The issue here at stake is unmistakably clear and distinct. On the 
one hand is the development of this electric power by private enter- 
prise, and on the other development by a government organization. 

Our reasons, derived from facts which are not in dispute, may be 
summarized as follows: 

(1) The proposed project does not involve irrigation, navigation, 
reclamation, flood control, or any other function of government 
heretofore advanced as justification for a government power develop- 
ment. The project is not a multiple-purpose project, and S. 1823 
would, for the first time in the entire history of electric power develop- 
ment in this country, authorize by Federal legislation public develop- 
ment of a pure power project. Furthermore, the reservation attached 
to the 1950 treaty with Canada by the Senate completely lifts this 
issue Out of a simple States-rights category. The reservation makes 
the development of the Niagara power a matter of full Federal con- 
sideration, not merely a question of approving the request of a single 
State, 

(2) In other areas of the country the Congress has authorized the 
expansion of public power developmer.t where Government constructed 
the initial development. At Niagara, however, it was private enter- 
prise that pioneered. The redevelopment project is not a new project, 
but is an addition to the hydroelectric development which has been 
in existence at Niagara Falls beginning in 1895. The existing develop- 
ment utilizes all of the water legally available prior to the 1950 treaty, 
and the additional development pursues substantially the engineering 
plans of private enterprise which have been on file with the Federal 
Power Commission for some 35 years awaiting promulgation of a new 
treaty. Thus, the public project which S. 1823 would authorize 
would bear no relation to any existing public project, and would 
actually displace private enterprise. In this connection it is to be 
noted that the St. Lawrence power project, under construction by the 


Power Authority of the State of New York, has no physical, engineer- 
ing, or other relationship to the proposed Niagara project. The 
powerplants of each project will be seaprated by some 250 miles, with 
the 9,000 square miles of Lake Ontario intervening. 

(3) It seems doubtful that the State of New York can build or 
operate the project more efficiently or cheaper than the public utility 
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companies. Indeed, since the State and its power authority have yet 
to complete the construction of its first project and have never 
operated one, the converse is more likely to the fact. In this 
connection, we note that the sponsor of S. 1823, Senator Lehman, in 
earlier testimony before the Committee on Public Works declared: 
The provision for the New York Power Authority to build the power project 
and the remedial works is unwise and impractical if not impossible (p. 23, 1951 
hearings before the committee). 

While some of the circumstances have changed since that statement 
was made, we believe his views are worth recalling. The New York 
Power Authority will not generate its first kilowatt-hour of power until 
1958 and its operations have already been subject to considerable 
controversy and criticism. In contrast, we must point out, the private 
companies have been developing power at Niagara for some 60 years. 

(4) One of the basic reasons the proponents cite for their support of 
S. 1823 is their belief it will provide low-cost power. We believe, and 
the facts will demonstrate, the power cost is low to those who consume 
it only because the rest of the citizens of the Nation and of New York 
State pay the differential. 

One major factor in the cost differential between private and 
Government development is taxes. The investor-owned utility 
companies would pay an estimated annual tax bill of $23 million on 
the Niagara development——$9,500,000 in local taxes, $4,500,000 in 
State taxes, and $9 million in Federal taxes. If the Government 
agency develops the Niagara power, taxpayers in South Carolina, 

ebraska, New Hampshire, and everywhere else in the country will 
pay the $9 million in lost Federal revenues. Taxpayers of New York, 
principally in New York City which will not get Niagara power, will 
make up the $4,500,000 lost taxes to the State whether they get “low 
cost”? power or not. 

Another major factor in the cost differential in private and govern- 
ment power was emphasized by the witness who appeared in behalf of 
the New York State Association of Electrical Workers, A. F. of L., 
Mr. Robert W. McGregor. He pointed out that the revenue bonds 
which the New York Power Authority would issue to finance the 
project would be exempt from Federal, State, and local taxation, in 
distinct contrast to the bonds to be issued by the private companies. 
Power authority bonds constitute a $10 million annual giveaway to 
financiers who purchase tax-free bonds. 

Because of the tax-free status of Government utility operations, 
privately owned companies cannot compete. Carried to its logical 
conclusions, the philosophy behind S. 1823 would doom private 
utilities in America, 

Furthermore, the implications are much wider. The majority holds 
the water of Niagara to be a public resource, and so it is, but to say it 
must therefore be publicly developed is tantamount to saying that all 
public resources must be publicly developed and that is State socialism 
to the nth degree. 

(5) Even in spite of its tremendous tax-free advantages, there is 
some evidence that the power costs of the New York Power Authority 
are higher, relatively speaking, than those of the private companies. 

Robert Moses, chairman of the New York Power Authority has 
advised the committee, in his letter memorandum of January 12 
1956, that the New York State Power Authority “will produce an 
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sell Niagara Power for about 3 mills, while the corporation * * * 
would charge upward of 4% mills per kilowatt hour at the busbar.” 
The energy potential at Niagara is 8 billion kilowatt-hours and the tax 
component pee the private companies, $23 million amounts to 3 
mills per kilowatt-hour. ‘Thus, in the 4-mill price it would cost the 
nr utilities to generate power, there is a 3-mill tax component. 
The New York Power Authority would not, of course, be required to 
pay taxes. But its pare is not 3 mills lower. It is only 1% mills 
ower. We are unable to offer an explanation for relatively high 
price of the power authority, or the correspondingly low price of the 
private companies unless it results from their existing intercon- 
nections and economical operations. 

In this connection, it also seems worth noting that the New York 
Power Authority has apparently made no estimate of the cost of firm- 
ing up the hydropower at Niagara, a cost which the private utilities 
estimate at $75 million. This has considerable importance because, 
while the flow in the river is remarkably steady, ice conditions in the 
winter can virtually cripple generation under certain conditions. 

a is thonvughiy familiar with the fiscal problems existing at 
every level of government. When regulated taxpaying business 
a is ready to complete the development which it has com- 
mended, there is no justification for the subsidies which S. 1823 seeks 
through the creation of $400 million of tax-exempt property and the 
issuance of a like amount of tax-exempt securities. 

(6) In industrial development, New York is first in the Nation. 
In dairy farming, it is second. It is more fully developed economi- 
cally than dozens of our other States combined. In New York more 
electric power is produced than in any other State. There are no 
areas or people in the State without electric service. In the past, 
Government projects, attended by tax subsidies, may have been 
justified in areas asserted to have been underdeveloped or otherwise 
in need of economic rehabilitation. No such assertions are or can be 
made here. 

(7) Notwithstanding the complete availability of electric service, 
S. 1823 seeks to impose upon the marketing area the provisions, in 
substance, of the 1944 Federal Flood Control Act in the distribution 
of project power. Although 95 percent of the people of the State of 
New York receive their electricity from taxpaying. distributing agen- 
cies, S. 1823 would discriminate against them. ‘They would receive 
project power only after the needs of public agencies are satisfied and 
then subject to withdrawal if the needs of public agencies should 
increase. 

The terms of S. 1823 in themselves not only abrogate the New 
York State law, by requiring a eae provision” which is con- 
ouy to that provided in the Power Authority Act but in effect 
would amend the State act by requiring this provision. The Lehman 
bill calls for preference to municipalities, governmental bodies, and 

electric cooperatives, while the State law provides preference 
for all domestic and rural consumers. The chairman of the New 
York Power Authority has described these preference provisions as 
“unwarranted interference in State affairs.” Without going into 
the merits of individual do clauses, it would appear that the 
Lehman , in a highly developed area such as New York 
State, would result in severe injustices to over 95 percent of the 
people in the State who are being presently served by private utilities. 














y 
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Tf the preference group represented the majority of customers in the 
State, there might be some reason for such preference clauses. But, 
there are only about 100,000 customers out of 5 million in New York 
State who might » sd for this special discriminatory treatment. 
It is also worthy of note that in the St. Lawrence licensing proceed- 
ing it was urged that the Federal-type preference in the marketing 
of St. Lawrence power be imposed as a condition in the license. The 
hearing examiner found, however, that in view of the degree of power 
development in New York and the availability of electricity, the 
imposition of the preference policy was “both unnecessary and 
undesirable” and “contrary to the public interest.” 

(8) The preservation of the scenic beauty at Niagara Falls is, of 
course, a prime consideration. The committee was given every assur- 
ance that the scenic beauty at Niagara Falls will be maintained and 
preserved under all circumstances and regardless of whether the 
redevelopment is investor owned or Government owned. The 1950 
treaty with Canada which makes this additional development possible 
places the full responsibility for the scenic beauty upon the Interna- 
tional Joint Commission representing both Governments. The neces- 
sary remedial works are under construction by a Canadian entity on 
the Canadian side, where most of the work must be done, pursuant 
to the plans, and under the supervision, of the International Joint 
Commission. 

The remedial works in the river are an essential and integral part of 
the power development. The witness for the Federal Power Com- 
mission in 1951 told the committee— 
the remedial works are absolutely necessary in connection with the diversion of 
the additional water now available for power purposes; it would be appropriate 
that the United States share of the cost * * * be included in the cost of the 
power-development works. 

The remedial works are essential to the power operation and should 
be paid for by the power project, as provided for in S, 6, not imposed 
on the taxpayers at large, as S. 1823 would do. 

(9) The scenic drive and park development provided in section 6 
of S. 1823 is equally available under S. 6. The State of New York 
exacts from the investor-financed utility company developing power 
at Niagara Falls a “water rental” of almost $2 million a year. If, as 
provided in S. 6, private enterprise should undertake the additional 
development, the “water rentals” paid to the State would be increased 
to $5 million a year. Thus, there could be made available in as little 
as 3 years the entire amount of $15 million which $, 1823 provides as the 
maximum to be expended for scenic drive and park development. 

(10) Substantial evidence was submitted as to the nature and scope 
of the tion in the public interests of electric companies in New 
York and of hydroelectric power companies licensed by the Federal 
Power Commission. The Public Service Commission of the State 
regulates rates upon a cost-of-service basis so that operating savings 
are required to be passed on to the consumer. Further, pursuant to 
the Federal Power Act, the Federal Power Commission requires li- 
censees to apply any earnings in excess of a fair return upon invest- 
ment to the reduction of the cost to the Government should it elect 
to recapture the project upon the expiration of the license. Further, 


the Federal Power onriianias regulates wholesale interstate power 


rates. The committee received no evidence that electric rates in New 
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York are unreasonable in relatión to the necessary cost of operation 
including the tax burden which the electric companies and their con- 
sumers must bear. We:'believe that existing control of electric utili- 
ties under New York State and Federal regulation renders invalid any 
contention that development by private enterprise would be detri- 
mental to the public interest. 

The New York Power Authority is not subject to any regulation 
or supervision by the Public Service Commission of the State. It is 
not required to give the consumer a hearing. Consumer protection 
becomes a matter of bargaining and not regulation. 

Furthermore, S. 1823 permits the New York Power Authority to 
fix the resale rates for energy it supplies. ‘To us, this gives rise to the 
most serious implications, particularly with respect to the energy it 
sells outside of New York State. The bill, S. 1823, would apparently 
permit the New York Power Authority to fix the rates at which power 
would be sold in Ohio, Pennsylvania, ete. It would permit the New 
York Power Authority to override and void the jurisdiction of the 
regulatory bodies in these neighboring States. We do not believe the 
Federal Government can properly grant such authority. It seems to 
us a clear invasion of a field heretofore reserved entirely to the States. 

(11) We agree that the project should be constructed as soon as 
practicable so as to utilize a natural resource otherwise wasted. 
Assurances were submitted to the committee that the public utility 
companies could initiate construction immediately upon the issuance 
of a license to them by the Federal Power Commission pursuant to 
S. 6. One of them—the company now developing power at Niagara 
Falls—owns all of the riparian lands and all of the rights-of-way 
required for the development. The experience of its engineers in 
hydroelectric power at Niagara Falls goes back to 1895. There is 
every assurance that development could proceed at least as rapidly 
under S. 6 as under S. 1823. Evidence submitted to the committee 
indicates that the facilities of the five taxpaying public utilities 
serving all but a very small percentage of consumers in the marketing 
area would afford the most efficient utilization of project power. 
Their interconnected and coordinated facilities make available an 
efficient power pool which is further interconnected with the facilities 
of other electric utility companies in New York and in neighboring 
States. In the latter connection S. 6 also protects the rights of con- 
sumers in neighboring States by providing that project power be 
distributed equitably among States within economic transmission 
distance, under supervision of the Federal Power Commission. Sec- 
tion 3 of S. 1823 would require such States to adhere to the Federal 
type of preference in the resale of power. ‘Thus, consumers of public 
distributing agencies in neighboring States would be preferred in the 
marketing of project power as against 95 percent of the consumers in 
the State of New York. 

(12) While a minority in the committee, we do not stand alone on 
this issue. To the contrary, the people of New York have widely 
pecans a tremendous opposition to S. 1823 and great support 
or 5. 6. 

More than 200 organizations within the State have supported our 
positon including: All major farm organizations, the New York 
state Federation of Labor, Independent Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers, CIO Utility Workers of America, Empire State Chamber of 
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Commerce, Associated Industries of New York State. The Super- 
visors Association of New York State and the Association of Towns 
of the State both indicated their Se stems to S. 1823. 

In addition to this evidence of the support of the people of New 
York for our position, it seems desirable to take note of the proposal 
of Representative W. Sterling Cole, of New York. Representative 
Cole proposed that the New York State Legislature, which is presently 
in session, submit the question of who should develop the Niagara 

wer to a decision by a referendum of the voters of the States. 

he five public-utility companies who have associated to develop the 
additional Niagara power have publicly welcomed the idea. Less 
than 2 years ago, Robert Moses, chairman of the New York Power 
Authority, e a similar suggestion before the Senate Public Works 
Committee. 

The committee and the Congress may well want to give additional 
consideration to this bold test of the views of the people of the State 
before acting. 

For all the reasons set forth above, we oppose S. 1823 as contrary 
to the public interest and recommend passage of Senate bill 6. 

Epwarp Martin. 
Norris Corton. 
Prescotr Buss. 
STROM THURMOND. 








